(iv) Taxonomic note to be prepared by B. J. Tindall to clarify Rule 37a. Evidently Rule 37a is a source of some confusion, although the principle behind the rule is fairly straightforward. Obviously the problem cannot be solved by short examples, and a short explanatory text needs to be published.
(v) Appendix on the category of Candidatus. A first draft has been presented to the JC by the Chairman. The text needs refinement and final acceptance by the JC was postponed to a later meeting. It was emphasized that the publication of a name under the category of Candidatus does not constitute valid publication. Names published in the category Candidatus also have no rank.
(vi) Formation of an ad hoc committee on higher taxa. It is clear that there is a need for microbiologists to describe higher taxa (genera, families, orders and classes), but at present there are no recommendations concerning the delineation of these higher taxa. Previous ad hoc committees have outlined the problem and indicated how it may be solved [Wayne et al., Int J Syst Bacteriol 37 (1987) , 463-464; Murray et al., Int J Syst Bacteriol 40 (1990) , [213] [214] [215] , but this is rarely followed. It is proposed that an ad hoc committee be formed to formulate further recommendations before the next meeting of the JC. There was general agreement, and various members of the JC present expressed interest in being members of that ad hoc committee. These included B. J. Tindall (Vice-Chairman, JC), A. Ward, A. Oren, D. P. Labeda, P. Kämpfer, K. Suzuki, G. M. Garrity and P. De Vos. This list was not comprehensive and other microbiologists may participate.
(vii) List of orthographic mistakes. At the Paris meeting of the JC, it was decided a that list of orthographic mistakes should be prepared by J. P. Euzéby, N. Weiss and B. J. Tindall. A fairly comprehensive list of orthographic corrections and notes on other problems may be found at http://www.bacterio.cict.fr/corrections2.html.
(viii) Patent strains. The problem of gaining access to strains deposited for patent purposes or in a way where access is restricted was discussed, but a final conclusion needed to be formulated and was postponed to a later session (see Minute 16).
Minute 6. Appointment of a nominating committee. The 20th class of JC members retired at the end of the Congress and candidates to serve on the 23rd class needed to be nominated. A nominating committee comprising B. J. Tindall, D. P. Labeda and A. Oren was accepted unanimously by the JC. The names of the nominees would be made known to the ICSP and a ballot would take place on 26 July 2005 in the Plenary Session of the ICSP.
Minute 7. Actions on proposals to emend the Code. A number of points concerning changes to the wording of the Code had been raised prior to the Congress. H. G. Trüper raised an issue concerning the naming of genera and species with undesirable implications and B. J. Tindall provided a list of proposed changes to the Code. At this point of the meeting not all proposals could be discussed, and further discussion was also foreseen for the second session of the Judicial Commission on 24 July 2005. The result of this discussion can be found here and also under Minute 11.
1. Proposal to clarify the purpose of prokaryote nomenclature by making an addition to the General Considerations Recent events made it clear that there was a general misunderstanding concerning the purpose of prokaryote nomenclature, and there had been cases where names of taxa were being used to imply, incorrectly, that they had a significance outside of nomenclature. The JC thought it wise to emphasize clearly that the valid publication of a name does not imply that either the JC, the ICSP or the IJSEM (as an official publication of the ICSP) endorse any claims outside prokaryote nomenclature. The following wording was proposed by G. M. Garrity, as an addition to the General Considerations, and was accepted with 10 votes in favour and 1 abstention:
'The International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria is an instrument of scientific communication. Names have meaning only in the context in which they were formed and used.' This will be General Consideration 8.
2. Other changes to the Code that were discussed (i) General. Add cross-references to the various Principles, General Considerations, Rules and Appendices where possible. This was accepted unanimously.
(ii) Updated and new examples. J. P. Euzéby has provided a comprehensive list of examples to replace many of the theoretical examples or those based on names that are not validly published. The proposal to make these changes was accepted unanimously.
(iii) Change to the wording of Rule 12a.
Change:
'The name retains its validity and standing in nomenclature.' to:
'The name is considered to have been validly published and retains its standing in nomenclature.'
This was accepted unanimously.
(iv) As a result of changes to Rule 52, it was necessary to change Recommendation 12c: (6) as follows:
'If an ordinal adjective used for enumeration is chosen then they may include numbers up to ten.
Example: primus, secundus.'
(v) Changes to Rule 20a were proposed to emphasize that only species with a legitimate name could serve as the nomenclatural type of a genus or subgenus.
'The nomenclatural type of a genus or subgenus is the type species, that is, the single species or one of the species included when the name was originally validly published.' to:
'The nomenclatural type of a genus or subgenus is the type species, that is, the single species or one of the species included when the name was originally validly published. Only species whose names are legitimate may serve as types.'
(vi) Changes to Rule 21a were proposed to emphasize that only genera with a legitimate name could serve as the nomenclatural type of taxa above genus, up to and including order.
'The nomenclatural type of a taxon above genus, up to and including order, is the genus on whose name the name of the relevant taxon is based. One taxon of each category must include the type genus. The names of the taxa which include the type genus must be formed by the addition of the appropriate suffix to the stem of the name of the type genus (see Rule 9).' to:
'The nomenclatural type of a taxon above genus, up to and including order, is the legitimate name of the included genus on whose name the name of the relevant taxon is based. One taxon of each category must include the type genus. The names of the taxa which include the type genus must be formed by the addition of the appropriate suffix to the stem of the name of the type genus (see Rule 9).' This was accepted unanimously.
(vii) General remark. The terms objective, subjective, senior and junior have been replaced by the terms heterotypic, homotypic, earlier and later, respectively. However, references to the older terms are best placed as appropriate footnotes to provide a link with the old literature and older versions of the Code: see Rules 11, 24a and 51b (4). This was accepted unanimously.
(viii) The following addition to Rule 24b, proposed and accepted at the Xth IUMS BAM Congress in Paris, 2002, may be counterproductive, particularly in the case of the genus names Shigella and Escherichia. The genus name Shigella Castellani and Chalmers 1919 has page priority over the name Escherichia Castellani and Chalmers 1919. While members of the genus Shigella are generally regarded as members of the genus Escherichia, no formal nomenclatural change has yet been undertaken, for public health reasons. However, it would be generally undesirable if the genus name Shigella were to have priority. As a consequence, the following note should be deleted.
'Note 2. Should priority not be resolved by applying Note 1, the order of priority will be determined by page number followed by order of publication in the effective publication.' Rule 42 covers the choice of a name in such situations:
'If the names or epithets are of the same date, the author who first unites the taxa has the right to choose one of them, and his choice must be followed.'
(ix) In order to bring Rule 27 (3) in line with recent changes to the Code, it was necessary to update this Rule.
Change: 'The type is designated for a new taxon, or cited for a new combination, in the IJSEM/IJSB. The type of the taxon must be designated. In the case of species or subspecies the culture collection numbers of at least two publicly accessible service collections in different countries where a subculture of the type strain has been deposited must be indicated.' to:
'The type is designated for a new taxon, or cited for a new combination, in the IJSEM/IJSB. The type of the taxon must be designated (see Rule 16). In the case of species or subspecies (including new combinations) the type strains must be deposited according to Rule 30.'
(x) The addition of the Notification Lists and their purpose has not been covered by the Code and appropriate changes were needed. The second paragraph of Rule 27 (3), Note 1, was considered to be the appropriate place to make changes.
'If the initial proposal of the new name or new combination is not effectively published in the IJSEM/IJSB, valid publication (announcement in a Validation List) of the name in the IJSEM/IJSB is the responsibility of the author of the name or combination together with the requirements of Rule 27 (2) and (3) above.' to:
'If the initial proposal of the new name or new combination is not effectively published in the IJSEM/IJSB, valid publication (announcement in a Validation List) of the name in the IJSEM/IJSB is primarily the responsibility of the author of the name or combination together with the requirements of Rule 27 (2) and (3) above. However, other individuals may also submit a new name or new combination for valid publication provided it conforms to the Rules of this Code.' and add:
'At the request of the Judicial Commission, the IJSB/IJSEM provides a Notification List which lists all nomenclatural changes as well as listing changes in taxonomic opinion that have occurred in an issue of the journal. This list has no formal status in prokaryote nomenclature except to allow for orthographic corrections to be made.'
(xi) In Rule 28a, the term 'validly published' is not appropriate for a name published prior to 1 January 1980 and not included on the Approved Lists.
'An author validly publishing a new name after 1 January 1980 may revive a name validly published prior to 1 January 1980 (see Rule 24a) but not listed in one of the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names unless the name is a nomen rejiciendum. The name may be used whether or not the new taxon is related in any way to the taxon to which the name was originally applied.' to:
'An author validly publishing a new name after 1 January 1980 may revive a name published prior to 1 January 1980 (see Rule 24a) but not listed in one of the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names unless the name is a nomen rejiciendum. The name may be used whether or not the new taxon is related in any way to the taxon to which the name was originally applied.'
(xii) Changes to Rule 28a were needed to emphasize the requirements of Rule 27.
'The proposal must contain a brief diagnosis, i.e. a statement or list of those features that led the author to conclude that the proposed taxon is sufficiently different from other recognized taxa to justify its revival. The data included in the statement may be taken from the earlier description and may include newer data, when appropriate. The type must also be designated [see Rule 27(3)].' to:
'The proposal must contain a brief diagnosis, i.e. a statement or list of those features that led the author to conclude that the proposed taxon is sufficiently different from other recognized taxa to justify its revival. The data included in the statement may be taken from the earlier description and may include newer data, when appropriate. The description of the taxon and derivation of the name must conform to the requirements of Rule 27 (2). The type must also be designated [see Rule 27 (3)].' This was accepted unanimously.
(xiii) Changes were required to Note 1 of Rule 28a.
'Note 1. Valid publication of a new name is not invalidated by previous publication of the name before 1 January 1980 unless the name is included in the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names.' to:
'Note 1. A new name that was previously published before 1 January 1980 is only considered to be already validly published if the name was included in the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names.' This was accepted unanimously.
(xiv) A change to Rule 28b (2) was proposed to clarify whether new names or new combinations that were the subject of a Request for an Opinion were validly published. The following wording was proposed:
'It was merely proposed in anticipation of the future acceptance of the taxon concerned or the acceptance of a particular circumscription, position, or rank for the taxon which is being named or in anticipation of the future discovery of some hypothetical taxon. This includes new names or new combinations which are the subject of Requests for an Opinion.'
This was rejected, with 8 votes against, 2 votes for and one abstention. It was generally felt that the wording was sufficiently clear and that the proposed addition was implicit and need not be added. However, it was agreed that this be formally documented in the Minutes, in order to prevent any confusion in the future.
(xv) Clarification of Rule 30 (3b) was required, in order to bring it into line with current practice of the IJSEM.
'As of 1 January 2001 the description must include the designation of a type strain, and a viable culture of that strain must be deposited in at least two publicly accessible service collections in different countries from which subcultures must be available. The designations allotted to the strain by the culture collections should be quoted in the published description.' to:
'As of 1 January 2001 the description of a new species, or new combinations previously represented by viable cultures must include the designation of a type strain, and a viable culture of that strain must be deposited in at least two publicly accessible service collections in different countries from which subcultures must be available. The designations allotted to the strain by the culture collections should be quoted in the published description. Evidence must be presented that the cultures are present, viable and available at the time of publication.' This was accepted unanimously.
(xvi) Discussion on the role of strains deposited for patent purposes was postponed. See Minute 16.
(xvii) Recommendation 30a is now covered by Rule 30 and may be deleted.
'Before publication of the name of a new species, a culture of the type strain (or, if the species is noncultivable, type material, a photograph, or an illustration) should be deposited in at least one of the permanently established culture collections from which it would be readily available. The designation allotted to the strain by the culture collection should be quoted in the published description.' This was accepted unanimously.
(xviii) There was a need to update the wording of Rule 61.
Change: 'An unintentional typographical or orthographic error later corrected by the author is to be accepted in its corrected form without affecting its validity and original date of publication. It can also be corrected by a subsequent author who may or may not mention that the spelling is corrected, but the abbreviation 'corrig.' (corrigendum) may be appended to the name if an author wishes to draw attention to the correction. Succeeding authors may be unaware that the original usage was incorrect and use the spelling of the original author(s). Other succeeding authors may follow the correction of a previous author or may independently correct the spelling themselves, but in no case is the use of corrig. regarded as obligatory. None of these corrections affects the validity and original date of publication.' to:
'An unintentional typographical or orthographic error later corrected by the author is to be accepted in its corrected form without affecting the status and date of valid publication. It can also be corrected by a subsequent author who may or may not mention that the spelling is corrected, but the abbreviation 'corrig.' (corrigendum) may be appended to the name if an author wishes to draw attention to the correction. Succeeding authors may be unaware that the original usage was incorrect and use the spelling of the original author(s). Other succeeding authors may follow the correction of a previous author or may independently correct the spelling themselves, but in no case is the use of corrig. regarded as obligatory. None of these corrections affects the status and date of valid publication.' This was accepted unanimously.
(xix) The wording of Appendix 8 (Request for an Opinion) must be brought into line with actions of the JC. The wording must be altered so that it is clear that the JC should publish an Opinion irrespective of whether or not the proposal is accepted. This was accepted unanimously.
(xx) The other Appendices must be updated in order to reflect newer literature, more recent minimal standards, etc. Also, all lists of rejected and conserved names and the list of Opinions must be updated. This was accepted unanimously. There was, however, a general feeling that the rank of subgenus was not helpful and that this rank should be removed from the Code. B. J. Tindall indicated that this was not the only example of subgenus names, and that removing this rank from the Code would have consequences for other names based on the subgenus names. Given this situation, it was generally agreed that, despite the inclusion of this rank in the Code, taxonomists should be actively discouraged from using it at present. There was At the meeting in 2005, a member of the GBIF staff in Copenhagen had indicated his intention to attend the meeting of the ICSP in San Francisco. However, these plans had been changed. During these two meetings, problems with the interpretation of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria as well as various issues relating to lists of names appearing on the internet were discussed. It was emphasized that the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria is one of the few Codes to operate a system whereby names that conform to the Rules of the Code are formally registered (i.e. validly published). It is also important to emphasize the fact that the expertise within the ICSP should be drawn upon, with regards to the workings of the Code.
The issue of nomenclature under the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature and the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature is more complex than the current system implemented by the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria. There are also significant differences in the number of names to be dealt with. These differences remain a key issue in any long-term plans to implement the BioCode.
Minute 13. International Journal of Systematic and Evolutionary Microbiology. The report of the development of the IJSEM was presented by the Editor (P. Kämpfer). The impact factor of the journal has been discussed and is expected to rise again. Mini-reviews might be accepted in the future.
Minute 14. Deletion of notes to Rule 24b. B. J. Tindall indicated that the wording to Rule 24b (1) and (2) was now such that additional notes were not necessary. There was some uncertainty about this point, although there was general agreement that the notes could be deleted if they were, in fact, superfluous. It was also decided unanimously that this point should be discussed at the next meeting of the ICSP in Istanbul.
Minute 15. Electronic publication. The issue of publication in electronic form only is of concern, in that it represents a new form of communication not envisaged by the Code. It was generally agreed that there could be no objections to the use of electronic publication as a way of effectively, or even eventually validly, publishing the names of prokaryotes, provided that this form of publication met certain criteria, already established for traditional publication of printed matter. Two of these key issues were that the electronic publication should be made available in such a way that it becomes a permanent, unalterable record, and that such publications should be the subject of peer review, as is the custom for normal printed matter. G. M. Garrity initiated a suggestion for wording to add to Rule 25a, from which other changes followed automatically. The following changes were proposed:
Rule 25a
'Effective publication is effected under this Code by making generally available, by sale or distribution, to the scientific community, printed material for the purpose of providing an unalterable, permanent record.' to:
'Effective publication is effected under this Code by making generally available, by sale or distribution, to the scientific community, printed and/or electronic material for the purpose of providing an unalterable, permanent record.' and adding the following note:
'Note. Electronic publication should follow the tradition of publication of printed matter acceptable to this Code.'
Rule 25b
Add:
'(6) Making available electronic material in advance of publication (e.g. papers in press, or otherwise making unpublished manuscripts available in electronic format).'
Rule 26a
'The date of publication of a scientific work is the date of publication of the printed matter. The date given to the work containing the name or epithet must be regarded as correct in the absence of proof to the contrary.' to:
'The date of publication of a scientific work is the date of publication of the printed or electronic matter. The date given to the work containing the name or epithet must be regarded as correct in the absence of proof to the contrary.' All these changes were accepted unanimously.
Minute 16. Problems of depositing and availability of type material. B. J. Tindall had previously discussed with D. P. Labeda and G. M. Garrity some problems associated with the use of strains deposited for patent purposes as type strains. B. J. Tindall had previously published an article dealing with this issue, but the major subject of contention was the way different collections dealt with access to strains deposited for patent purposes. B. J. Tindall made available correspondence with different collections, which illustrated that designated type material deposited under numbers issued solely for patent purposes was not always available in a way intended by the Code, for the purpose of comparative taxonomic study. It was generally agreed that this was undesirable and that changes to Rule 30 would be needed to ensure that deposited type material was widely available. It was also agreed that this change be retroactive. The consequence of this action is that the type material of new names (or new combinations) deposited under collection numbers issued solely for patent purposes cannot be considered to be validly published if they otherwise do not meet the requirements of Rule 30. It was also agreed that some exceptions to Rule 30 should be granted under certain circumstances, and that this be documented as a note to Rule 30.
'(4) Patent strains may serve as type strains and must also be deposited as in (3a) or (3b). Patent strains must be clearly identified as such at the time of publication. If the patent is not yet awarded or not laid open, the publication of a name and the description has to be deferred until the patent is awarded or subcultures become available.' to:
'(4) Organisms deposited in such a fashion that access is restricted, such as safe deposits or strains deposited solely for current patent purposes, may not serve as type strains.' Add:
'Note. In exceptional cases, such as organisms requiring specialized facilities (e.g. Risk Group/ Biological Safety Level 3, high pressure requirements, etc.), exceptions may be made to this Rule. Exceptions will be considered on an individual basis by a committee consisting of the Chairman of the ICSP, the Chairman of the Judicial Commission and the Editor of the IJSEM. Exceptions will be made known at the time of publication.' This was accepted unanimously.
Minute 17. Adjournment. The session was adjourned at 11 : 00 on 24 July 2005. Table 1 are in general the most questionable ones and action is needed to draw attention to the fact that the type strains listed are not deposited in two internationally recognized culture collections in different countries.
The proposal to adopt the strain designations listed in Tables 2-4 of Euzéby & Tindall (2004) as being evidence of conforming to Rule 30 was accepted unanimously. The names associated with type strains listed in Table 1 cannot be considered to be validly published unless appropriate steps are taken to deposit the type strains in a second collection and inform the Lists Editor of the second deposit. This step was also accepted unanimously. This will be published as Opinion 81, including the corrected/ updated Tables 2-4 of this Request.
(ii) Reconsideration of Opinion 75 concerning the Request 'Rejection of the species Methanothrix soehngenii and the genus Methanothrix as nomina confusa, and the transfer of Methanothrix thermophila to the genus Methanosaeta as Methanosaeta thermophila comb. nov. ' [Boone & Komagata, Int J Syst Bacteriol 48 (1998 ), 1079 -1080 . Due to the change of the wording of Rule 31a, which has a direct bearing on the interpretation of this Request, the outcome of the voting on this Request at the Paris meeting (Minute 7 of the Paris meeting) was never formally published as Opinion 75. The JC agreed, after a long discussion, that Opinion 75 should be published based on the results of the discussion and votes cast at the Paris meeting (based on the old formulation of Rule 31a). It was also agreed that the issued Opinion could be challenged (in accordance with Appendix 8) and it should be formulated as soon as possible in order to have a final decision at the next meeting of the JC. (1) and (2) of the Code. Furthermore, their proposal to reject the name Lactobacillus paracasei has no standing, since such actions are reserved for the JC (Rule 55a). These actions also call into question the proposal by Dicks et al. (1996) to designate a neotype for Lactobacillus casei. The request that the JC unite the species Lactobacillus casei and Lactobacillus paracasei in a single species is a matter of taxonomic opinion and cannot be dealt with by the JC, although the taxonomy of the respective type strains has a bearing on this matter. This will be published as Opinion 82.
(iv) 'Nomenclature of the subgenera Moraxella and Branhamella (in the genus Moraxella) and of the nine species included in these subgenera, together with a proposal to modify Rule 34a of the Bacteriological Code (1990 Revision) ' [Euzéby, Int J Syst Evol Microbiol 51 (2001 ) 1939 -1941 . It was generally agreed that there was a need to clarify the rather confusing status of these two subgenus names (see Minute 11). There appeared to be no obstacle to recognizing the fact that these two subgenus names met the criteria for valid publication according to the 1975 revision of the Code at the time that they were published in the IJSB in 1979 and, as such, should have appeared on the Approved Lists of Bacterial Names, together with the accompanying species names. This would solve the confusion surrounding the various publications and citations in the Validation Lists and the 'Index of the bacterial and yeast nomenclatural changes'. The JC further emphasized that considering these subgenus names to have been validly published should not be taken to imply that the creation of subgenus names is to be encouraged. As a consequence, the proposal to modify Rule 34a was rejected. This will be published as Opinion 83. The JC agreed (13 votes in favour, 1 abstention) that the genus name Ensifer has priority over the name Sinorhizobium (as requested by Young) according to the Rules of the Code. The JC also noted that the proposed reclassification of Ensifer adhaerens in the genus Sinorhizobium has no standing in nomenclature (nor is it validly published), since the combination 'Sinorhizobium adhaerens' was proposed in anticipation of an Opinion issued by the JC. It was also noted that the wording of Principle 9 was not properly interpreted in the Request published by Willems et al. [Int J Syst Evol Microbiol 53 (2003 ), 1207 -1217 . This will be published as Opinion 84. . The proposal to change the form of the epithet in Tannerella forsythensis to Tannerella forsythia was accepted by the JC (11 votes in favour with one abstention). This will be published as Opinion 85.
